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Deer CjLril, 


cone to the point immediately, despite your concern for him, 

Hsher Is no friend of yours* I will detail v/hat I know* In addition, he seems 
to have played a strange role in the trial in which the panel report surfaced* 

There are a number of reasons why my sources have to be protected, 
which is why I b sired in advance that you mention none of this to anyone, including 
those fcn agreement with us in whom we both hove the greatest confidence* Aa time 
goes on, we forget where we learn things and they bubble outs-and too often get 
back to those who can pinpoint the source, Ih addition to the distress this can 
cause tne source, it also dries up the well* 

Wbat relates to you is once removed from an assistant attorney general* 
My source overheard port of e conversation with him* I ©Iso have severe! letters 
fisher wrote e young man who works with me* My sources are ©s solid as they can be, 
really dependable, mature people* 

The weekend before release of the panel report, department of 
Justice people, including some not really on the esse, went to Baltimore to 
see Fisher. Ke convinced them of tfle validity of the medical findings of the 
Warren Report. ge mad© whet is described to mo gs "a very strong case” sad 
’'totally convinced the Department of Justice people”. 


Hare I digress to 1st you know £ have asked my a uorce if It is 
fair to infer that some of the lawyers had doubts* If 1 get an answer, I'll 
let you know* 

In the course of making a case in support of the medical evidence 
of the Warren Report* Fisher apparently felt it necessary to gc after you. He 
questioned your "objective on the matter". K© said that when you were his student 
you were, among other things, "headstrong 8nd bullheaded", "very"* a student 
with "wild ideas"/ And he seems to hove found it necessary to make a comparison 
between himself and you, presenting himself as "clearly a higher authority", in 
the waj&ds of my source* 

How it happens thet on9 of the Justice lawyers lias a son who is the 
friend cf a close friend of mine, a young man of high intelligence, incorruptible 
integrity and a knowledge of the fact of the case possessed by few. My friend told 
this eon some of the feet and was present when the son, in com© perturbation, 
phoned hie- father in lYaahington. They had a long end loud dispute* The impression 
my friend got from what he overheard is of those involved in the government case, 
"at least the Assistant Attorney Generals were talked into things by Fisher him- 
self." This may carry you bock to a stupidity et the trial, for when the son told 
the father about the backward head motion at Z313, hie reply was "to point out 
that when the brain is injured, movement occurs", apparently in this case contrary 
to the great force exerted. 

However, thi3 layper did let his son know that increasingly there 
are rumors in the Boportmontuthet the FBI did cover up to feide tneir own failures. 

At my bidding, g friend hoo boon writing Fisher, asking him probing 
questions* H©re is ono answer: "Suffice it to say that we found correlation 
between the bullet holes in th© clothing & the entrance bullet wound of the body 
end from studies on cadaver materiel in a inedicol school ^apartment of Anatomy 
we were convinced it was possible for a bullet tract to connect the entrance 
and exit wmmds without fcelrr? do fleet* d hv. nr hitting +.h& 


Asked earlier about the single-bullet theory, Fisher said the panel 
had no concern with thi3 and it was outside their consideration, 

I do not anticipate any more letters from Fisher, who pleads »•« great 
many letters of inquiry about findings in our autopsy review” . 

*ou will have a quiet uproar about fcaet -aragraph, from a man of 
forensic scione, the one who finds you "vory headstrong 2 nd bullheadod" , who is 
the greater expert, I do not wont it to obscure these puiot words, ”and from studies 
which wo personally did on cadaver material in a medical school Department of 
Anatomy", In the same two days of their study, which they ssy in their report 
they spent at the Archives? There is no d q pertinent of Anatomy there, end that is 
not a medical school. So, they did what is not in their report, ond that is lacking 
in the report, I will, in ny own way, be carrying this forward, slowly, for there 
are many steps if we are to get access to that, 

Does "we" mean all the panel? Is it Fisher’s editorial "I”? Did they 
do this work with cade vera before or after their study, alone or with others, like 
the autopsy doctors, DT lawyers, FBI agent?, etc,? Did they do more thsn they could 
have done on a living person? If they did not, why refer to "studies which wo per- 
sonally did on cadaver material". And why "cadaver material" , why not "cadavers” 
or "a cadaver"? Have y^u any ides what they might have done, other than fire a 
bullet into the edge of the neck? Have you ceny comment from the standards and 
ethics of forensic medicine, or doing what is unre.po.vted, of defining it out of 
your report? 

Perhaps his sentence on the single-bullet theory which follows does 
not relate. It .is this: 

"I have no comments to make on whether this bullet also struck Gover- 
nor ^onnally since we did not invest igat-- this phase in detail," 

That pseudo-scientific schwautzl Does ho mean they dia investigate it end 
not "in edtail" or that they didn’t investigate it? If they Investigated it at 
all, why is there no reference to it in tueir report? 

At this pvjfct I am willing to do a little conjecturing, without 
insisting any of it is right, I am willing to presume that for reasons unknown to me, 
Fisher took tne lead ir: persuading the DJ lawyers that the evidence was the way 
the Perron Commission put it, I assume the t because it is not really material, to 
their case, these lawyers must have had seme doubts. They did go to Baltimore, a 
number of them, ons a weekend. It is they, not Fisher, who seen troubled, I have 
no doubt Fisher knows better then he said in the report, I am also inclined to 
believe that he took the lead in the report* His letters ore in similar language. 

Also, he does have s leading reputation and is the closest of the panel to Washington, 
vhet 1 do not understand is why he Jeopardized his fine reputation with so un- 
pro fessional a job. Do you know of any unusual connections ho mey have, any hangups, 
anything that someone might hold over him? Beginning with the assumption he had to 
know better, «*• conclude he did this on hiar own, for reasons - do not know, or und©r 
the persuasion of someone who could offer him the protection he would rocuire. 

Please find the time to give me your opinions, hunches, conjectures, 
or any suggestions you raay have. 


Sincerely, 


Harold ’ eisbarg 


